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A Survey of Iowa's Poultry 
Industry 
DY w. D. TERlllOIILEN AND P. L. MIU.ER• 
This bulletin presents a limited survey of the poultry indus-
try in Iowa. It brings together, from published sources and 
from original investigations, facts related to: (1) The growth 
and present status of the enterprise on Iowa farms; (2) the 
various types of commercial agencies assembling and distribut-
ing poultry products; and (3) the markets of the Iowa commer-
cial supply of these products. 
PRODUCTION OF POULTRY PRODUCTS IN UNITED 
STATES 
The gross value of poultry products produced in the nation 
in 1924'was exceeded by only six other agricultural commodi-
ties, as table I shows. 
TABLE I. VALUE OF 10 LEADING AGRICULTURAL COMMODlTIES 
PRODUCED IN UNITED STATES IN IV:U.1 
Com 
Couon 
Dairy produC"f.I 
Hay aiid fonp 
Wheat 
Swine 
.J','>11.!trv orodnc••. CAtlle ' •• 
Oata 
Potatoel (white) 
ll,8Sll,S&9,000 
l,Mll,liOl,000 
1,200,778,000 
1,210,Gll,OOO 
l.CXl7 ,G'n ,000 
l,OOS,494,000' 
091,319,000 
tM3,678,000' 
010,498,000 
223,V2S,OOO 
'Bureau ol the Censu. Dept. of Commen:e, _U 8. C.-- of Asr. 1112!. 
IDiYialon of_crop;and liYntock!eatimates, U. 8. D. A. 
A good idea of the relative importance of poultry is shown 
by the 1920 census which 'discloses that 90.8 percent of all farms 
were reported as raising poultry. In comparison, 75.2 percent 
reported hogs, 70.8 percent dairy cattle, 28.6 beef cattle and 8.4 
percent reported sheep. 
POUL TRY INDUSTRY GROWTH SURPASSES HUMAN 
POPULATION GROWTH 
While the human population in the United States doubled in 
numbers from 1880 to 1925, the poultry population increased 
about four times as table II shows. In the five-year period, 
1920 to 1925, the human population increase was 6.6 percent in 
•Mr. A. D. Oderkirk, U81stant In Anlcalture F.c!onomla Section 11128-29 Ulllteil In lhe 
preparation I'll the material for tJn. publkaUon. ' 
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the United Stntcs and the poult.ry increase on fnrms was 19 per-
cent. Egg· production increased 18.9 pcrl.'ent in the same 
period. . 
Obviously if poultry production continues to increase at a 
much greater rate than human population, a real marketing 
problem will develop. This means that consumption of poul-
try products must be encouraged. The production of high 
quality products is one means toward this erld. Those engaged 
in production and in marketing must work together closely to 
assure the highest ·possible level of prosperity for the industry. 
TABLE II. DOZENS EGGS PRODUCED, CHICKENS RAISED, CRICKENS ON 
FARl\IS AND HUl\IAN POPULATION IN THE UNITED STATF.S.• 
, Relative numbers 1800•100 
DOien Chlckena Chickens Human 
Chickenal Human Tuc!It ralaed on ranna r.ur,ut- p~- Chicken• Yeer thou- thou- at on raioed on farms ~upu• 
thousand. aands aands thou· ciecl per- per- . per· t1on 
•nds ccmtage centaae cent.ae per-
centaae 
l&RO rune 1) 4611,910 125,l507 102,272 li0,1M 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 1800 June l~ .819,722 205,609 258,871 62,1148 179.41 227 .56 253.1e 12n.li0 
1900 June l 1,293,662 250,624 233,566 76,995 283.13 199.69 228.38 151.52 
1910 Apr. 15) 1,574,979 460,611 280,341 91,972 344.70 367 .oo 274.11 183.37 
1920 Jan. 1~ l,llM,044 473.302 359,537 105,711 362.01 377.11 351.66 210.76 
11126 (Jan, 1 1,968,276 678,300 427,000 112,786 430.78 M0.45 417 .60 224.87 
'Bureau of the Cenaua1 U. S. Drpartmen\ of CommercP. Cen•ua of U. 8., 1880, 1890, 1900, 
1910, 1920, 1925, and Pierce, H. C. The Poultry and Ea Industry of Europe, U. S. D. A. 
Bul.1385. 
•Production n.- an for previou• year. 
PRODUCTION OF.POULTRY PRODUCTS IN IOWA 
Iowa lends the nation 'in poultry production as shown by 
table III .. Iowa led in chicken population, egg production and 
in value of poultry raised. In value of eggs, Iowa was fourth. 
Iowa ranks high as a producer of different classes of poultry. 
The 1920 census shows Iowa first among all states in number of 
·ducks with 235~249 on farms; fourth in geese with 187,270; and 
nineteenth in turkeys (this is a drop from hinth place in the 
1910 census). With the present status of the knowledge of 
'raising turkeys in confinement nnd an abundant feed supply, 
Iowa may again become a leader in turkey production. 
Figure 1 re\°cnls graphic~lly the importance of Iowa as a 
poultry state. The graph is made up from figures compiled in the 
1925 U. S. census. It giYes the number of birds on farms and 
the percentage of the total in the United States found in Iowa. 
as compared with various other geographical divisions. 
Iowa had 7.39 percent of the chickens in the country. This is 
2.19 percent more than was found in the entire Pacific coast 
section and 2.41 percent more than in the New England and 
Mountain sections combined. The group of middle Atlantic 
TABLE 111. COMPARATIVE IMPORTANCE OF THE POULTRY INDUSTRY IN THE 111 LEADING POULTRY PRODUCING STATES' 
No. ol cblcltena on fanna No. of doaena ~produced Value of ehlekena rabed Value of - produced (Jan. l, 1926) (1024) (1024) (1924) 
Iowa 30,2711,338 Iowa 133,776,386 Iowa 211,143,910 Penna)'lvanla 37 ,705,820 
MIMouri 211.222,087 Milaouri 121J,200,5M MiMouri 25,086,271 Ohio 35,474,028 
Jlllnola 211,738,132 llUnoia 113,020,ll03 Illlnoia 211,416,933 Mileouri 35,2•2,•74 K.,.,.. 21,008,776 Ohio U:!,893,410 Ohio 22,0111,333 Iowa 84,SU,OIM 
Ohio 20,027,460 Pen1111lvanla 102,IM7 ,724 Penn~lvanla 20,321,663 New York 33,020,981 
Tnae 10,740,614 California 07,007,3211 New orlr. 17,347,790 Illino!a 32,2811,691 
Indiana 17,3M,360 Kanau 03,267,160 Kamaa 17,160,946 Calilomla 31,616,277 
P1tnnaylvanla 17,306,493 New York 87,167,262 Indiana 16,170,7411 lndlana 24,923,076 
MlnDetOU. 16,408,080 Indiana 8G,074,ll03 Tena 13,798,172 Kanau 23,619,069 
Nebruka 13,440,1116 Mln-U. 76,321,670 . MlnnetoU. 13,319,488 Mlnneeota 20,056,638 
New York 13,408,720 Tena 74,662,234 Mlchlaan 12,962,306 l\llchlpn 20,604,310 
Oklahoma 13,023,482 l\llchlpn 68,208,777 California 12,1157,940 Texu 18,937,104 
Wilconlln . 13,<n:l,llW Wilconoln 80,1184,037 Wlaconaln 11,872,003 Willcollldn 17,444,008 
California 12,7&&,1112 Nebruka 114,1111 ,233 Oklahoana 10,721,073 Wuhlngton 13,920,080 
Mlchlaan 12,1178,11711 Wuhlqton 42,030,281 Nebruka 10,602,436 Nebruka 13,346,068 
~ 
IDurav. ol Cenav.a, U. 8. Dep&rtment of eom-, U. 8. C.nau. of Apieulture, 1026. 
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Flir. 1. Chicken• on farms In the United States by geographic areaa. Upper llir· 
ure, chickens on farms: lower figure, percent of total, Dureau of Census, U. S. Dept. 
of Commerce, U. S. Census of Agriculture, 1925. 
states and of east south central states each had slightly over l 
percent more poultry than Iowa. Note that the 12 states of 
cast and west north central sections (Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, 
Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, North Dakota, 
South Dakota, Nebraska and Kansas) had 51.9 percent of the 
poultry of the United States. 
POULTRY INCOME IN IOWA LARGE 
Hogs, beef cattle, corn and dairy products are the only prod-
ucts which exceed poultry as a source of farm income· in Iowa. 
Fig. 2 gives the value of products sold off Iowa farms in 1924 
as reported in the 1925 _census of Iowa. Table IV shows farm 
TABLE IV. IOWA INCOME FRO~l POULTRY -AND EGOS SOLD OFF FARl\f,I 
Yff? Eas Poultry Total Percent or total 
ir:roM agr'l. Income 
1920 132,899,000 St7,119,000 SW,018,000 6.40 1921 21,177,000 11,003,000 32,180,000 6.60 
1922 24,135,000 12,565,000 36,700,000 6.87 1923 27,466,000 14,271,000 41,737,000 6.85 l!l24 24,084,000 12,518,000 36,600,000 5.88 
11'25 27,38-1,000 12,!ISll,000 40,270,000 6.14 
1926 30,098,000 14,921,000 45,019,000 6.25 1927 24,258,000 14,723,000 38,9!11,000 5.62 11128 30,205,000 16,795,000 -17,000,000 6.77 
•Data for 1920-1926 complied from Circular No. UM, Iowa Agricultural E1periment Station 
ror 1927 and 11128 rrom unpublished data In files of A&ricultural Esperiment Station. ' 
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income from eggs and poultry in relation to total income in 
Iowa for the period, 1920 to 1928. In the nine years from 1920 
to 1928, 6.36 percent of the total gross farm income has been 
from poultry and eggs. 
VIII.{}£ Or PR0f){}CTS SOLD OFr /OW/I FllR/fS·/9C4 
8WWE 
COHN 
RxlJ.THY 
,Elil;S 
ORT.S 
J/fEEP 
FR'0/'1 KJNI CEN.SCM OF 1925 
11/LLIOMJ OF DOLLlllM 
40 .,, -
I()() 
Fig. 2. Value of produeta mid oll Iowa fal'lllll, 192'. (Source: 'Iba EsecuUn 
Council of the State of Io-, CenllUI of Iowa, 1925.) 
That the proportion of income derived from poultry varies 
widely from county to county in Iowa is shown by fig. 3. It 
shows a range from 3 percent in Plymouth County to 13.43 per-
cent in Appanoose County. The western third of the state has 
little income from poultry, while in the northeastern and south 
central sections, a considerable portion is from this source. 
Poultry Prices Have Been Relatively Favorable 
The prices of poultry and poultry products have been rela-
tively favorable as compared with other products on Iowa 
farms since 1920. Figs. 4 and 5 show this. 
The commodities included in the general farm price index are 
hogs, cattle, sheep, com, oats, wheat, hay, butter,. eggs and 
poultry. Note in fig. 4 that the relative price of eggs has been 
considerably above the general farm price index. This was true 
Fis. a. The percentaiie of average farm lneome from poultry and esnra In eaeh 
counb'. (Source: The Exeeutlve Council of the State of Iowa, Census of Iowa, 
1926.) 
even during the heavy egg producing season, except for one 
or two months each year. The same situation is illustrated in 
fig. 5, but poultry had an even greater relative price advantage 
than eggs. 
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Not only have poultry and ef?g prices been relatively favor· 
able as compared with other thmgs the farmer has. to sell, but 
they have also been favorable since 1920 when compared with 
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Fig. Ii. A comparison or the relative farm prlcu or po111lr7 with the Index of 
farm prices of the 10 principal all'rlcultural products of Iowa, 1910·1929. One bun· 
dred percent equal• aver- 1910·14. (S:narce: lo- Current Economic Serleit Re-
port No. 8, lo- All'r. Exp. Sta.) 
<.'Orn prices. Figs. 6 and 7 show this. Since 1920 thcr<' hns 
been only a portion of two years, 1924 and 1925, when the poul-
try ·rclnti\'e was not abO\'C•the corn rclath·e. In only 1910 dur-
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Fig. I. A comparleon of the price retau .. of - and corn, 1910.19%9. One 
hundred pettent equal1 aYeratra 1910-14. (Source: 1-a Curnnt Economic Serln 
Report No. ll, Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta.) 
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Flir. 7. A comparison of the relaUw prlce11 of poullrJ' and earn, 1910-29. 
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ing the period, 1910 to 1920, was the poultry price relative 
above the corn price relative for an entire year. Since corn is 
the principal feed in Iowa, these favorable price relations have 
encouraged increased poultry and egg production. Figs. 4, 
5, 6 and 7 seem to give excellent evidence that for the period 
1920-1929, a poultry flock on an Iowa farm has been relatively 
profitable. 
SIZE OF FLOCKS NEARLY DOUBLES 
The average number of fowls per farm in Iowa increased 
from 88 to 141 in the 25 years from 1900 to 1925, according to 
statistics published by the Bureau of the Census. Evidently 
Iowa farmers considered poultry relatively profitable. Table 
V shows the growth 
TABLE V. AVERAGE NUMBER OF FOWL PER IOWA FARM.I 
U.S. Census 
Year 
1000 
1910 
1020 
1925 
Av. no. fo•rl per farm 
reported by cenaus 
88 
110 
129 
141 
Av. no. fowl per farm 
corrected for comparison to 
Jan. 1 bu111.• 
96 
110 
129 
141 
•Bureau of I.he Cen1us, U.S. Dept. of Commerce1 Cen.sua of U.S. 1000, 1910, 19"2o, 1925. 
•Correction baled on lnforma\lon fumiahed by we Iowa State Sta\laticiao of I.he Divillon of Crop and Livatock F.iitimaLee, U.S. Dept. of Agriculture. 
Smee the cehlUS c!Ata for t.he varioua yean wen: taken as of different datm, and not strictly 
comparable, they were adiusted, as llhown in I.he I.bird column of I.he table, to a Jan. 1 buia. 
Acconlina to these data the average farm noek In Iowa bu incnued in aise 47 percent aince 
1900. 
EGG PRODUCTION INCREASES FOUR AND ONE.HALF TIMES 
SINCE 1885 
Egg production has jnercased even more rapidly than the 
poultry population of Iowa. Table VI shows that egg produc-
tion has increased four and one-half times since 1885, the num-
ber of poultry on farms two and three-fourths times and the 
human population in Iowa one and one-third times since 1880. 
Por the United States as a whole, the human population has 
increased two and one-fourth times since 1880 (see table Il). 
Poultry production in Iowa has kept pace with the increase 
elsewhere in the United States even though the human popula-
tion has increased faster outside Iowa. This means that the 
poultry industry has inc1·eased much faster in Iowa in relation 
to human population than in many other sections. A constant-
ly increasing proportion of Iowa's production has been avail-
able for outside consuming centers. Later in this publication 
it will be shown that at several of these centers poultry and 
egg receipts from Iowa exceed those from any other state. 
11 
TABLE VJ. DOZENS OF EGOS PRODUCED, CHICKENS ON FARMS, AND 
HUMAN POPULATION JN IOWA• 
Actual and RelatlYe StatntiC11 
Year Do1en1 of Chlckem Human 
Relative numben (1885-100) 
pr~ced on farms population .r=.i::: Chlckem Human on fannl population 
centap percentap percentap 
1885 30,231,781 10,406,071 1,763,980 100.0 100.0 100.0 
1895 62,710,217 17,220,944 2,058,069 207.4 165.6 117.3 
1905 79,456,462 22,409,837 2,210,11.'iO 282.8 215.4 126.0 
1015 120.930,552 211,115.683 2,358,066 400.0 270.0 134.4 
1925 130,075,768 28,8U,587 2,419,927 430.3 277.2 138.0 
•The E~ecutlve Council of &he Stat.e of Iowa, Cemua of loWL 
Figures 8 and 9 show by five-year periods the increase in the 
number of fowls on farms ancl in eggs produced since 1885. 
35.--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
rowLS OIV MRM3 IN ION/!. 
20----
.I 
~ ~ /Si------
10 
5 
0 
>E'er 18801885 B901595 /900 /$()5' 1910 /SIS' 19201925"/!Ji!S 
O!>nSJ:s V.S. lo. IJ.:J. la l.J:J. la ll.!1 la l.J!J. la. IJ5: 
Flir. & Fowls on farms In Io-. Source: Burau of &he Cenhl, U. S. Dept. or 
Commerce, Cenlllll or the u. S., 1880, 1890, 1900, 1910, lHO ud u. s. Cen111111 of Airri-
culture, 192&; 'Iba EsecuUw Connell or Iha State of Iowa, Cenhl or Iowa. 1886, 
1895, 1105, 191&, 192&. 
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Evidently poultry production in Iowa has expanded enor-
mously. There may be room for still more expansion, but it is 
well to keep in mind that the profits to be derived from mere 
expansion are limited. If increased profits arc obtained from 
expansion, they will come only through more attention to effi· 
eiency of production and marketing and to the quality of the 
products sold. 
160'.--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--. 
lJoz EN::J oF £ GGs PRoovcEo JN low/9. 
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Flir. 9. Dozens of eggs produced In Iowa. Source: Bureau of the Censu•, U.· S. 
Department of Commerce. Cen!!lls of the U. s.. 1880. 1890, 1900, 1910. 1920, and U. s. 
Census of Agriculture, 1925; The Executive Council of the State of Iowa, Census of 
Iowa. 1885, 1895, 1905, 1915, 1925. 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF FOWLS PER FARM BY COUNTIES 
The 1925 census of Iowa showed the north central counties 
to have the most fowls per farm. Pocahontas County led with 
198. Counties adjacent to the :Missouri and Mississippi rivers 
and those in south central Iowa had smaller flocks per farm 
than other sections. Allamakee with 102 per farm was lowest. 
The state average was 137. Figure 10 shows the average fowl 
population per farm by counties. 
The size of the poultry flocks did not vary greatly from one 
13 
oMN. /, f92.S. 
IDWA 
Fig. 10. Average number of fowl• per farm by counties, Jan. l, 19!5. The aver• 
age for the state wa• 137 birds per farm. Source: Tho Executive Council of the 
State of Iowa, C.n1111 or Iowa, 1g2s. (See table IV, Appendix.) 
section of the state to another. From farm to farm, however, 
throughout the state and within any one section, the variation 
was considerable, as fig. 11 shows. Two counties arc reprc-
F!Jr, 11. Di1trlbutlon of alu or poultl'J' flock In nine lledlon• or Iowa, Jan. I, It25. 
Source: See table II, Appendix. 
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TABLE VII. SIZE OF POULTRY FLOCKS IN IOWA. PERCENTAGE OF 
ALL FARM FLOCKS FALLING WITHIN DIFFERENT SIZED GROUPS, 
JAN. 1, 1925.' 
Si•e of flock 
0 
0-50 
51- 100 
101-150 
151- 200 
201 -250 
251-300 
301-350 
351-400 
401-450 
451- 500 
501 and over 
'See table II, Appendix, for detailed data. 
Percentage of total in each Kl'OUP 
6.0 
7.4 
25.7 
23.4 
17.4 
8.5 
7.1 
1.6 
1.6 
0.001 
0.7 
0.5 
sented in each sectional chart of fig. 11. The counties selected 
are supposed to be fairly representative of adjoining and near 
counties. Table II of the appendix gives the figures upon 
which this chart is based. 
The data presented by sections of the state in fig. 11 are 
summarized for the state as a whole in table VII. It shows that 
66.5 percent of the farm flocks ranged between 51 and 200 
birds, and 79.9 percent numbered 200 or under. 
WHERE EGGS ARE PRODUCED 
The average number of eggs produced per farm in 1924 for 
Jig. 12. Average number of - produced per farm by counUes. (Source: Sam• 
aa for l!ir. 10.) 
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l91tt1THHrT1C rlvE1MGE n11t Sr;:;;• 74.57-
Fhr. ta. Percentage of esn produced that were sold olf farm1 In Iowa bJP COUD• 
tin. (Source: Same a1 Ilg. to.) 
the various counties is shown in fig. 12. Henry averaged 919 
dozens, Grundy 863, Bremer 858 and Fayette 846. These were 
among the highest, while the lowest was llills with 298. The 
average for the state per farm was 616. 
PERCENTAGE OF EGGS SOLD 
In 1924 the percentage of eggs sold off the farms of the total 
produced varied from 62.8 in Clay County to 85.1 in Fayette. 
The state average was 74.5 percent. Farms in northeastern 
Iowa sold a higher percentage than those of any 9ther section. 
W estem counties sold a smaller percentage, on the average, 
than central and eastern counties. 
Figures 14 and 15 give the poultry population and egg pro-
duction by counties. The figures are based upon 10-acre units 
of improved land in farms, thus eliminating unfair comparisons 
which would arise from comparing large and small counties. 
A comparison of the increase in poultry numbers and egg 
production since 1885 in any county with the state-wide in-
crease or the increase in any other county may be made from 
figs. 14 and 15. There has not been a uniform development 
throughout Iowa. Some counties have shown a consistent in-
crease, while others have shown increases and later declines in 
production. Development has been more rapid and regular in 
northeastern and north central Iowa than in south central and 
southwestern Iowa. For example, Davis, Wayne, llonroe and 
16 
· 'Fig. U. Incttue In the number of poultry on farms In Iowa !rom 1885 to 1925, 
by counUe11-baeed upon the number per 10 acres of land In !arm.. (Source: Cen· 
aua of Iowa, 1885, 1895, 1905, 1915, 1925.) 
I"ueas in southern Iowa have increased neither in egg produc-
tion nor in poultry numbers so rapidly as have Bremer, But1er, 
Floyd and Chickasaw in northeastern Iowa. 
Ftir. 15. Incrnse In number of einra produced In Iowa from 11185 to 1925, i.,. 
countl-baaed upon the number per 10 acra of land In fann11. (Source: C.noua 
of Iowa, 1885, 1895, 1905, 1915, 1925,) 
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From 1915 to 1925, the number of fowls per 10 acres of land 
decreased in several counties. Most marked decreases occurred 
in Page, Des Moines, Monroe, Lucas, Polk, Marion and Allama-
kee. In several other counties there was some decrease. If 
Iowa census reports may be relied upon, however, county de-
creases in poultry population have not resulted in a smaller 
production of poultry products. In some counties where poul-
try numbers decreased, egg production increased. 
On the other hand, the map reveals an opposite tendency in 
some counties--an increase in number of poultry per 10 acres, 
but a decrease in egg production. 
For the state as a whole, there has _been a regular and uni-
form increase in numbers of poultry and egg production. Rea-
sons for increase in some counties and decrease in others have 
not been studied, but are worthy of the attention of those inter-
ested in both production and marketing problems. 
POULTRY'S PLACE IN IOWA FARMING 
The predominating type of poultry producer in Iowa is the 
general farmer who has a more or less diversified cropping sys-
tem, suppplemented with one or more livestock enterprises. 
Such a farmer usually has poultry. The 1920 census of Iowa 
shows that 95.2 percent of the farmers had poultry. Chickens 
were reported by 95.1 percent, turkeys by 6.2 percent, ducks by 
17.2 percent and geese by 17.9 percent. 
Specialized poultry producers are uncommon. In recent 
years a few are to be found near the cities on small areas of 
land devoted wholly or mainly to poultry and egg production. 
There appears to be a trend toward a type of producer who 
might be classified midway between the specialized producer 
and the general farmer. Some farmers have found that they 
can easily adopt poultry raising as· a major farm activity. As a 
result, flocks of 1,000 or more birds are becoming more common 
on farms and the income from poultry is often larger than that 
from any other farm activity. 
The town or city dweller with a small backyard ilock is of 
little trade importance. Although no statistics on such pro-
ducers are available, it is probable that modern developments, 
such as increased interest in landscape architecture and yard 
development and increased requirement for garage space, are 
tending to eliminate town flocks. 
When the poultry enterprise on the fann is merely a sideline 
activity it is not allowed to incur much out-of-pocket expense; 
it is maintained often by such equipment, supplies, labor and 
management ns would not othenlise be used. When regarded 
as a sideline, it may be profitable, but it is not allowed to com-
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pete with any other farm enterprise. It is not developed exten-
sively nor intensively to the point of greatest profits, especially 
when and where such development involves adjustment with 
some of the established farm enterprises. 
When poultry production is only a side issue, no serious at-
tention is given to cost and quality of products, nor to markets 
and selling. Since it has been mainly a side issue in Iowa 
farming, it is not surprising that the average quality of prod-
ucts sold is low, nor that farmers generally sell their poultry 
products on an ungraded basis. 
With the increased production of poultry that has occurred 
in some sections, an active interest has developed in grades and 
standards as a basis for selling. Farmers arc responding to the 
higher prices offered for superior products and are even seek-
ing out the buyers who are ready and willing to buy on a 
graded basis. 
In several communities farmers have been contemplating the 
forming of associations which will enable them to· work to-
gether in.improving the quality of their poultry products and 
to sell them to better advantage. A few such associations have 
already been formed. If Iowa poultry producers work along 
these lines they may realize for their efforts the highest re-
turns that the markets afford. 
POULTRY PRODUCTS MARKET AGENCIES IN IOWA 
7,489 EGG DEALERS, 3,325 POUL TRY DEALERS 
The Dairy and Food Division· of the State Department of 
Agriculture reported 7,489 egg dealers and 3,325 poultry deal-
ers in Iowa in December, 1929.1 This section has recently con-
ducted a questionnaire survey of these agencies which, together 
with the information from the office of the State Dairy and 
F'ood Commissioner, provided a basis for classifying the 
agencies. Another publication:: has been prepared which de-
scribes these agencies and shows their location. Merely the 
general situation is presented here. · 
Poultry dealers may be divided into five groups. Produce 
buying stations are most numerous, numbering 1,597 in Decem-
ber, 1929. At the same date, numbers of the other four were 
as follows: Grocery stores and meat markets, 1,229; carlot 
packers and shippers, 179; hucksters, 171; and miscellaneous, 
149. In the latter group of agencies were livestock shipping 
associations, elevator companies and other businesses found in 
small towns. Each type of dealer gets the bulk of his business 
•I~wa laws require any penon who buys ~ or poultry for rl!l!ale for food pur: 
poses to procUre a llcenoe from the State Department of Agriculture. 
•Extension Servi~ Bulletin No. 173, Iowa State College, entitled, '"Marketlnir 
Iowa's Poultry Products." 
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directly from the farmer except the earlot shipper and packer 
who buys from the other classes of dealers as well as directly 
from the farmer. 
The same types of dealers handle eggs as poultry. In De· 
eember, 1929, they numbered as follows: Grocery and general 
stores, 5,267; produce buying stations, 1,584; earlot shippers 
and packers, 201 ; hucksters, 180; and miscellaneous, 217. Be-
sides these, 40 hatcheries were buying eggs for commercial 
purposes. The earlot shipper and packer is the only type of 
dealer who does not buy the bulk of his eggs directly from the 
farmer. Few packers or shippers buy exclusively or even 
mainly from farmers. 
HAVE 12 EGG BREAKING PLANTS 
Of the 201 Iowa earlot shippers and packers, 12 operate egg 
breaking plants. The breaking plants operate during the heavy 
production season and early summer months. They utilize 
dirty, so--callcd cheeked and cracked eggs and even whole eggs 
of good to excellent quality. .At these plants eggs are broken 
out of the shell under very sanitary conditions and put into 
cans and frozen. Three classes of canned products are pre-
pared: Egg whites, egg yolks and mixed yolks and whites. 
These products are becoming very popular with bakers, con· 
feetioners and mayonnaise manufacturers. 
668 CHICK "'ATCHERIES IN 1930 
.A survey in the spring of 1930 by the Agricultural Economies 
Section showed that Iowa had 668 chick hatcheries. Table VIll 
shows the number of hatcheries of various capacities, the total 
capacity represented by each group and the average capacity 
for each group. It is estimated that hatcheries use from 4 to 5 
percent of the eggs produced in Iowa. 
TABLE Viti. CAPACITY OFlfCutCK BATCHERIF.8 IN IOWA.i SPRING 1030. (BASED ON REPORTS RECEIVED FROM HATCHERY OrERATORS.) 
Capaelty No. hateherift Total rapaelty Aftl'apme 
UnderS,000 133 -:IG.1,971 2,800 
S,000 to 20,000 203 2,2M,4SO 11,125 
20,000 to 62,000 241 7,762,9111 32,121 
62,000 to 100,000 St 3,.'i72,&84 '10.0S2 
100,000 to 200,000 30 3,665,()60 122,160 
200,000 and cmr 10 2,704,000 270,400 
- -668 20,417,106 30,.&M 
--rhree Hatcberlee reptll'tei ie. than 1,000 eapadty but no fl&are wu liftll 80 130 laateberi• 
were 1-1 In obtalllln& •""'8&8 ealJdlC!ilJ'. 
NEED OF BUYING EGGS BY GRADE 
Of the many markets which Iowa farmers use in selling their 
eggs and poultry, the carlot shippers and packers use the most 
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care in grading and packing in a manner most suitable to the 
wholesale and jobbing trade in the cities. 
Consumers of eggs, especially those in large cities, insist on 
buying eggs according to quality. Consequently, the whole-
salers and jobbers who sell to the retailers must supply eggs on 
a graded basis. Market reports and produce journals reveal 
that there are many different grades of eggs. The American· 
Creamery and Poultry Produce Review in its issue of July 9, 
1930, carried an editorial entitled, "Compulsory Egg Grades." 
It refers to the compulsory egg grading law of New York state. 
In explaining the application of this law to retailers the editor-
ial says: ''The conscientious retailer, seeking to put out a 
grade A egg, finds that he must be very critical in his selection, 
even of the best marks {trademark) of summer natural eggs 
arriving. He can get from these eggs only 10 or 12 dozen eggs 
he dares put in grade A, allowing for store depreciation,· and 
the balance must go in the grade B or C class. This puts up the 
cost on the grade A and forces a high retail price on such. The 
housewife enters the stores, is told that grade A eggs can be 
bought for 39 cents to 49 cents or higher and grade B from 29 
cents to 35 cents, and, unable to afford a dozen grade A, she 
buys a few grade A's or no eggs at all. l\lorc retailers are now 
using the Pacific Const fresh shell-treated eggs which give a 
larger proportion of grade A's which hold their grade well dur-
ing sale. These are now replacing the rank and file of nearby 
white eggs many of which are not at this season safe to market 
as grade A because of dark yolk, weak body, movable ah: cell 
or some other so-called defect.'' · 
In order to build up and hold business with the egg whole-
salers and jobbers, Iowa packers and shippers must adhere 
strictly to specifications in quality and pack. Eggs must be 
graded and inferior ones sold as such. Although the packer 
and shipper can sell all kinds of eggs to the wholesale trade, 
the highest prices, naturally, are secured only for the superior 
kinds. Although he may not grade the eggs when buying them, 
he must estimate how they will grade before fixing the price he 
is willing to pay. While surveys indicate that many are still 
buying on an ungraded basis, increasing numbers are buying on 
grade. Many packers and shippers profess to have found buy-
ing by grade not feasible because sellers preferred to sell at 
one price. Generally speaking, packers and shippers have 
adopted buying on grade exclusively only where they have 
been able to depend upon direct buying from the farmers for 
the bulk of their trade. But few farmers sell to packers and 
shippers-only about 5 percent table IX shows. Most farmers 
sell their eggs to stores and hucksters. Produce stations rank 
next. The percentages in table IX are based upon the author's 
surveys. 
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TABLE IX. WHERE IOWA FARMERS SELL EGOS. 
Sold to: 
Storea and buebteN 
Buying atatioll8 
Bhfppera and packeni 
l\flaCellaneoua (Including bat.cherlee) 
Eatimated percentqe of total llOld 
1'..,armers dispose of eggs at the general or grocery store ap-
parently because it is convenient. Furthermore, stores often 
have paid relatively high prices for eggs because they have 
found this would help to get the farmers' general merchandise 
and grocery trade. In such cases the expense of handling eggs 
often has been offset only by profits on merchandise. .Although 
in most cases, no doubt, stores have not offered more for eggs 
than they expected to get for them, many have taken inade· 
quate margins for handling them. 
Farmers with superior eggs to sell cannot get a premium for 
them at the stores, for stores in general refuse to incur the ex-
pense of grading. Replies from questionnaires to packers and 
shippers have indicated that those not buying on grade would 
be most willing to' do so if they could raise the quality of their 
receipts without seriously reducing their volume. Stores, huck-
sters and even many produce buying stations are not equipped 
for buying on the basis of qualit.y, or for handling eggs with a 
minimum of deterioration. Stores, hucksters and stations, 
. then, are merely convenient markets and are not in a position 
to pay farmers as high prices for eggs as could carlot packers 
and shippers. 
WHERE IOWA POULTRY PRODUCTS GO 
New York was Iowa's greatest.market for eggs in 192-l, ac-
cording to statistics presented in table X. Chicago was a close 
TABLE X. WHERE EGOS SOLD FRO)t IOWA FARll8 001 
Outld Numberofd- Pmeal of '°'81 
NewYCll'k 28.280.000 20.0 
Cblcaao 28,780.000 27.5 
Iowa Urban eonaumptlon' ~.729.000 28.5 
Other market. Cll' hiileal e,<M2.ooo 8.0 
Doiiton &,.'llQ.000 e.o 
Pbiladelphla 3,ll!0,000 a.o 
05,551.000 100.0 
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second, followed by Boston and Philadelphia. Receipts at these 
four markets represented 65.5 percent of all the eggs sold from 
Iowa farms. New York got 29 percent, Chicago 27.5 percent, 
Boston 6 "percent and Philadelphia 3 percent of all eggs sold 
from Iowa farms. That year (1924) 26.5 percent of the eggs 
sold were consumed by Iowa's urban population. Other mar-
kets and various losses accounted for the remaining 8 percent 
of the eggs sold. Since New York and Chicago took 56.5 per-
cent of the eggs sold from Iowa farms, Iowa producers ob-
viously need to learn the demands of consumers on these two 
markets. 
When we interpret the distribution of Iowa eggs in terms of 
the total production, as in table XI, we find that the four mar-
kets take 49.1 percent, that 24.7 percent of all eggs are used on 
the farm for food or for incubation, that Iowa's urban con-
sumption takes 20.1 percent and the remaining 6.1 percent 
goes to other markets or is accounted for in losses. 
The importance of Iowa eggs on the four markets is shown 
graphically in fig. 16. It shows that Iowa has supplied each 
year about a seventh of all eggs received at New York, a fifth 
of those received at Chicago, an eighth of Boston recl'ipts ancl 
an eleventh of Philadelphia receipts. At the four markets since 
1922, Iowa has supplied 14.2 percent of all egg receipts. 
(Table XI.) 
A similar analysis of the dressed poultry receipts at New 
York, Chic~go, Boston and Philadelphia shows that Iowa has 
IJ 
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Fig. 18. Importance of Ion earir reeelpta on four markets (New York, Chicago, 
:Bolton, Philadelphia) 1922-1929. (Source: U. S. Dept. of Asrlculture, Yearbook, 
1980. See table I, Appendix.) 
23 
TABLE XI. WHERE IOWA'S EOG PRODUCTION GOES.' 
Outlet Number of dosene Percent of total 
-Four market. (New York, Chlcqo, 
Boston Phil&delpbia) 63,780,000 49.1 
Ulll!d on i'arm1 (food arid Incubation) 32,813,428 24.7 
Iowa urban consumption 2.!i,729,000 20.l 
Other market. or•- 6,0f2,000 8.1 · 
127,li64,t2G 100.0 
•Cenaue of Iowa, 1925, U. 8 Department of Apiculture, Yeubook, 1925. 
TABLE XII. COMPARISON OF EOG RECEIPTS FROM IOWA WITH TOTAL 
RECEIPTS AT FOUR MARKETS <NEW YORK, CHICAGO, BOSTON, 
PHILADELPHIA' 
Year Total receipt. ReeeiJ;,Ca fur I-. Percentapol. (30do ...... _) (30 --> total recelpta 
1922 15,178,000 1,958,000 13.0 
1923 15,836,000 2,246,000 13.8 
1924 14,648,000 1,710,000 14.7 
1925 14,797,000 2,188,000 14.11 
1926 14,767.000 2,352.000 lli.11 
1927 lli,458,000 2,393,000 15.5 
1928 15,381,000 2,219,000 14.4 
111211 14,M2.000 2,429,000 18.2 
au. S. Department of Apiculture Yearbook, 1928. 
TABLE xm. COMPARISON OF DRESSED POULTRY RECEIPTS FROM IOWA 
WITH TOTAL RECEIPTS AT FOUR MARKETS <NEW YORK, CHICAGO, 
BOSTON AND PHILADELPHIA) 
Year Total reeelpta (PC>Ublb) ReeeiJ!l.I from Iowa (POW..U) Percentaae ol total recelpta 
1922 277,775,000 27,.534,000 14.5 
1923 334,845,000 46,729.000 13.11 
1924 356,730.000 48,517,000 13.8 
1925 318,358,000 411,071,000 15.1 
1926 355,815,000 82,1137,000 17.7 
1927 340,0711.000 Ml,Wl.000 15.2 
1928 348,1183.000 51,0.il,OOO 14.1 
11129 3711,522.000 82,4111,000 16.4 
Saurce: U. 8. Depmmenl of Alricultare. Yearbook 1928. 
become a more important source of these products at the four 
markets each year. Figure 17 reveals that Iowa supplied New 
York with approximately one-eighth of its dressed poultry, 
Chicago with not quite a third, Boston with about one-seventh 
and Philadelphia with approximately one-fifth. Since 1922 
Iowa has supplied the four markets with an average of 14.8 
percent of nil dressed poultry receipts. 
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Ftir. 17. Importance of Iowa dret!M!d poultry on four market. (New York, Chi· 
cag0, Boeton, Philadelphia). 1922-1929. (Source•: U. S. Dept. o[ Agriculture Year· 
book, 1930. See table 1, Appendix.) 
CONCLUSION 
PRODUCERS AND DEALERS CONCERNED ALIKE 
It seems from this general survey that the industrial and 
trade problems of the poultry industry revolve about the rela-
tion or the lack of relation between the poultry producers on 
the farms and the poultry and egg dealers who are sales dis-
tributors. From the broad viewpoint, producers and dealers 
have mutual interests in maintaining and enhancing the pres-
tige of Iowa poultry produetg on the markets. 
Iowa poultry and eggs must compete with these same prod-
ucts from other sections of the country. Trade journals bear 
ample testimony of the intense competition among the products 
from the various producing regions. The competition has been 
.accompanied by increasing discrimination by consumers. 
The problem at hand in Iowa is to organize the trade, includ-
ing producers, so as to meet market conditions and require-
ments. As long as there is a gap between farm producers and 
those selling to consumers which is bridged only by indifferent 
agencies handling eggs and poultry, qua1ity control will be 
poorly exercised and wastes and deterioration will be exag-
gerated. 
PROBLEMS OF FARM PRODUCERS 
The factory end of the egg and poultry industry in Iowa is 
found in the thousands of farms. The farm poultry enterprise 
varies from a mere sidc1inc activity to one of the major sources 
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of income. Obviously, the quality of the products varies ac· 
cordingly. Apparently increasing numbers of farmers regard 
their poultry as a substantial source of farm income. Techni-
cal problems of production are vital to those who look upon 
poultry as a major farm activity. ~or these people, too, pri<'cs 
and contacts with the people who distribute their product arc 
highly important. 
·Among the problems of production are systematic breeding 
for flock improvement, adequate housing, sanitation, correct 
feeding and proper flock management. Sn,tisfactory produc-
tion results depend upon proper attention to these problems. 
Closely associated with production efficiency is the problem 
of quality improvement. Wh<'re premiums for quality are af-
forded, farmers must conserve the quality of their poultry 
products, as well as circumstances permit, in order to realize 
maximum returns from time and resources devoted to the en-
terprise. Although quality standards are exceedingly impor-
tant in the retail and wholesale branches of the poultry and 
egg trade, a majority of the local egg buyers arc unsatisfac-
tory outlets for those who produce and off er high quality eggs. 
In order to secure maximum premiums for high' quality prod: 
ucts, producer8 require direct contact with packers and· dis-
tributors who are really concerned with quality. For securing 
such contacts and for improving and widening them, farm pro-
clucers, it would seem, could advantageously utilize properly 
formed cooperative associations. Such agencies also could 
sen·e farmers by interpreting market conditions nnd outlook. 
PROBLEMS OF DISTRIBUTORS 
Packers and shippers, in order to improve their contacts 
with the wholesale and jobbing trade, must look to the quality 
df their products as well as to their volume of business. High-
est prices may be realized only from highest quality products, 
supplied in uniform packs and in dependable quantity. In or-
der to maintain and increase their volume of business and to 
guard the quality of products handled, distributors are con-
stantly concerned with their sources of supply. It is reasonable 
to believe that they will not continue to rely upon inefficient 
assemblers, in whose hands the product suffers considerable 
clcterioration, when it is feasible for them to establish direct 
relations with producers who will respond to price inducements 
by furnishing a better product. 
From this it seems that distributors and producers are alike 
concerned in the producing and selling of high quality eggs 
and poultry and that this mutual concern will bring them into 
eloser trading relations than is common at the present time. 
26 
Through a direct trading contact they will be able better to 
promote their mutual interest in the elimination of unnecessary 
wastes that exist in the production, assembly and distribution 
of these Iowa products. 
APPENDIX 
TABLE I. RECEIPTS OF DRESSED POULTRY AND EGGS 
AT FOUR MARKETS, 1922-1928. 
In thousands or pounds and caaee. 
Dreaoed New York Chicago Boston Philadelphia 
x;;;;;-1 --poultry Total Iowa Total Iowa Total Iowa Total 
-
1922 15,854 138,212 19,001 73,661 4,422 44,563 1,017 21,319 
1923 19,620 163,948 18,654 90,273 7,131 56,013 1,124 24,611 
1924 18,7711 179,362 21,023 88,464 6,834 61,264. 1,883 27,MO 
19211 18,776 170,2117 21,1138 72,086 6,957 46,720 2,700 29,295 
1926 29,840 192,895 21,420 77,632 8,141 113,162 3,1136 32,126 
1927 211,226 188,117 14,719 63,735 7,003 113,305 4,179 31,822 
1928 26,324 194,376 13,117 67,180 6,648 115,1183 4,962 31,844 
1929 30,819 197,057 18,605 93,368 7,609 M,433 5,1158 34,666 
Eaa 1922 921 6,821 f843 4,684 142 1,970' 71 1,703 
1923 934 7,156 996 5,009 146 1,944 80 1,727 
1924 942 6,543 892 4,679 186 1,829 106 1,595 
1925 924 6,894 r~ 4,498 259 l,@33 109 1,572 1926 1,102 6,818 4,575 270 1,808 105 1,566 
1927 1,038 7,IH8 (927 4,901 307 1,960 127 l,M9 
1928 1,071 7,288 826 4,601 194 1,757 128 1,735 
1929 1,2M 7,129 '804 4,398 245 1,718 126 1,697 
rce: United States Department or Agriculture Yearbook, 1!130. 
TABLE JI. FLOCK SIZE DISTRIBUTION IN SECTIONS OF IOWA, 10251, 
Area Total 
no. Countlea no. ol (). 51- 101- 151- 201- 251· 301- 351- 401· 451- 500& 
fioeu 0 3 60 3 100 3 160 3 200 3 250 .3 300 3 350 3 400 3 450 3 500 3 over 3 
1 Slou>L 
Clay 200 8 2.0 16 7.8 43 21.0 48 23.4 48 2:1.4 20 0.8 14 8.0 4 2.0 5 2.4 0 0 2 1.0 1 .4 
- Wrl1b& 
67 32.l 2 Winneba10 200 .4 1.0 13 6.2 47 22.5 41 10.6 17 8.1 11 5.3 3 1.4 5 2 • .f. 0 0 1 .5 0 0 
lllack Hawk 
3 Wlnn..hlek 2:W 16 6.8 5 2.1 •2 17.9 Ill 21.8 34 14.5 30 12.8 37 111.8 9 3.8 6 2.6 0 0 2 .o 2 .9 
• 
Shelby 
Sac 1118 3 1.8 7 4.2 43 25.6 38 22.6 43 25.6 111 8.9 15 8.0 1 .6 3 1.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S&ory 
8 8 5 Oruhdy 182 4.4 4.4 24 13.2 30 21.4 42 23.2 10 10.4 23 12.11 5 2.7 8 3.3 1 .5 8 3.3 1 .5 
~ 
&o&& 
8 Jonoe 240 5 2.1 28 11.7 811 27.1 7.f. 30.8 32 13.3 21 8.8 6 2.5 3 1.3 1 .4 1 .4 1 .4 3 1.3 
- Fremont 
7 Taylor 223 26 11.7 15 8.7 M 29.1 64 28.7 25 11.2 12 5.4 13 5.8 1 .4 2 .9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
-Warttn 
8 Wayno 102 18 0 • .f. 21 10.0 84 33.3 38 19.8 30 15.6 11 5.7 8 3.1 3 1.11 0 0 0 0 1 .5 0 0 
Van Duren 
9 0.. Moina 257 28 10.9 29 11.2 77 30.0 48 18.7 30 15.2 17 Cl.6 11 4.3 2 .8 2 .8 0 0 1 .4 3 1.2 
Total 1,910 lH 6.0 142 7.4 .f.00 211.7 .f.47 23.4 332 17.4 102 . 8.5 136 7.1 31 1.6 30 1.8 2 0 H .7 10 .5 
•Compiled froDI cownahlp -ttporCa. The data for each area wu complied from atatlallet ot a ample aroup of f&l'Dla located In repr-ntatlYe areu. 
United States 
NewEnaland 
Maine 
New Ham~blre 
Vermont 
M..-ch111etta 
Rhode bland 
Conne<'ticut 
Middle A tlantlo 
New York 
NewJoney 
Pennaylvani• 
E. N. Central 
Ohio 
lndlaM 
llllnola 
Mlcblpn 
Wlaconaln 
W.N.Centnl 
l\llnnaota 
low• 
MIMouri 
North DAkota 
South Dakota 
Nebrub 
K-
S. Atlantia 
DelAWAn! 
Maryland 
Dlatilct of Columbia 
VirsinU. 
Wat Vlralnl• 
North Carolin• 
South Carollu Ooor1: Flori 
TABLE lll. POULTRY STATISTICS FROM U.1!. CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE, 1~. 
Chickelll OD Cblelr.ena on Cblcb!n Value of 
lama farm• pre:~ chicken Cblckena number ftlue eep ral-1 
409,200,849 S379,0ll,4W 1,913,245,1211 S671,1138,492 645,848,035 
8,138,168 12,033,218 56,539,947 28,660,878 13,439,439 
1,000,008 2,470,012 13,612,813 5,717,381 2,837.654 
1,207 ,OM 34,464 8,\81,2111 3,500,789 2,441,812 
041,014 68,570 6,371,751 2,M8,llOO 1,339,275 
2,020,819 3,511,687 14,324,1166 7,592,071 3,631,388 
361,393 610,7:;.'i 2,274,701 1,205,591 519,211 
1,689,000 2,LIM,340 11,774,725 5,887,365 2,670,009 
34,828,835 44,212,113 216,632,168 82,242,018 39,778,804 
13,408,720 17,349,700 87,167,262 33,020,981 14,IHO.OOli 
4,113,622 6,M0,660 27,417,182 11,515,217 5,491,7()4, 
17,306,493 20,321,663 l02,<>l7,724 37,703,820 19,346,285 
89,822,500 88,078,220 441,681,820 130,732,118 113,867,301 
20,027,460 22,015,333 112,893,410 35,474,028 26,937,300 
17,3!111,369 18,710,745 88,97 4,603 24,923,978 25,256,SSl 
25,738,132 25,416,933 113,020,003 32,283,697 32,203,811 
12,678,979 12,962,300 68,208,777 20,6()4.,319 15,275,548 
13,022.~ 11,872,003 60,584,037 17,444,098 14,193,839 
123,100,703 105,631,MS 643,568,419 141,660,520 158,864,101 
16,408,080 13,319,488 76,321,670 20,9115,638 20,352,255 
30,275,338 29,143,910 133,776,388 34,841,0IH 36,184,009 
28,222,087 25,986,271 129,290,635 35,242,474 34,696,1711 
11,181,246 3,373,206 20,987,697 4,8119,064 5,721,SM 
7,005,661 8,046,301 36,103,838 8,786,213 10,607,376 
13,409,5111 10.602,438 M,811,233 13,346,068 20,310,433 
21,608,776 17,160,046 93,267,160 23,619,000 29,001,095 
41,120,216 37,662,423 163,709,112 48,2112,468 68,752,054 
1,365,032 1,733,691 0,380,888 2,360,929 1,582,186 
4,198,305 4,607 ,1162 20,068,986 6,0411,803 6,025,180 
16,49ll 10,"f6l 68,788 23,388 10,102 
0,220,882 8,971,965 39,043,832 11,631,1173 16,892,037 
4,Mll,408 4,184,2116 22,124,842 0,975,082 5,305,124 
8,US,1411 7,184,101 211,687,169 7.783,439 111,057 ,400 
4,238,254 3,340,61111 11,109,184 3,277,MO 7,829,1198 
7,043,403 11,396,105 19,838,439 6,709,027 12,283,568 
2,130,297 2,1411,764 9,676,984 3,1144,787 2,766,369 
Value of 
chickena 
ralMJd 
$419,380,628 
16,477,605 
2,922,784 
2,S56,9' ..!1 
l,433,0'!3 
5,120,256 
726.S!H 
3,417,727 
42,775.stH 
15,432,527' 
7.248.127 
20,0911,240 
96,!155.131 
24,397,833 
20,842.211'..? 
27,560,014 
12,934,71;1 
10,820,261 
113,308,073 
13,867,050 
30,448,1156 
26,1111,72-t 
3,173,473 
7,003,365 
13,994,1125 
19,668,080 
48,600,050 
1,582,186 
11,597,445 
0,988 
11,829,989 
4,245,643 
10,337,442 
5,140,671 
7,359,621 
2,397.065 
t.:> 
r» 
E. S. Central 
Kentucky 
Tenn-
Alabama 
lllNlAlppl 
W, S. Central 
Arkanu.a 
LouU.iana 
Oklahoma 
Teaaa 
Mountain 
Montana 
Idaho 
~omlnc 
orado 
New Meslco 
Arlaona 
Utah 
Nevada 
Paci Re 
Waahlocton 
~:Ota 
TABLE III. POULTRY STATJSTJCS FROM U. S. CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE, 1926. (Continued). 
Chlckena on Chlckena on Chicken Value of 
farma farnia 
pr:.1:ed 
chicken Chickens 
numb« value e1111 raiaed 
34,009.207 28,348,262 113,735,405 31,007,455 61,103,093 
11,~,114:! 9,645.243 37,044~662 10,071,935 16,445,420 
ll ,860,1126 D,665,00'l U,038,7M lt,007,127 16,148,48-l 
0,284,460 4,660,561 19,466,770 5,363,107 9,527,321 
6,787,879 4,477,456 16,185,409 4,625,286 8,981,868 
43,836,263 32,270,7-17 160,424,644 41,100,752 60,998,189 
7,164,091 4,8114,688 23,1122,1140 6,457,999 9,869,66-l 
3,007,076 2,SM,914 10,472,248 2,998,619 5,433,938 
13,023,482 10,721,973 51,477,222 12,707,030 19,670,036 
19,740,614 13,798,172 74,552,234 18,937,104 26,024,551 
12,299,206 0,301,827 66,278,236 18,545,956 15,537,395 
2,544,608 1,854,023 13,-103,326 3,-193,476 3,007,280 
2,028.~ 1,455,016 11,707,1141 3,189,424 2,539,708 
808,9114 602,737 4,336,012 1,201,900 1,121,118 
3,761,618 2,862,991 18,Wl,043 6,094,348 5,005,977 
937,041 744,474 4,07.~,39-1 1,208,~ J,122,742 
635,1\77 649,274 3,740,638 1,324,935 755,853 
1,366,873 933,600 9,0111,514 2,518,304 J,6-14,266 
225,300 208,81:1 1,436,468 .518,937 280,461 
21,376,661 20,583,082 160,505,288 61,826,329 25,507,479 
5,3113,26:1 4,997,042 42,030,281 13,920,080 7,059,059 
3,228,887 3,028,100 20,657,1182 6,200,972 4,005,559 
12,784,612 12,557,940 117 ,007 ,32S 31,615~ 14,382,861 
Value of 
chicken• 
rai8ed 
33,7M,606 
12,502,192 
10,531,788 
5,370,724 
5,349,00'l 
36,819,579 
5,554,988 
3,420,097 
12,876,328 
14,968,166 
10,022,547 
1,881,2M 
l,537,203 
744,876 
3,343,769 
755,134 
581,79-1 
933,074 
245,443 
21,167,023 
5,222,093 
3,136,60\ 
12,808,3211 
~ 
~ 
Number of 
all fowl 
Countlee on far1119 
Jan. 1, 192.5 
State Total 28,841,687 
Adair 283,901 
Adams 224,736 
Allamakee 23.5,2:>7 
ApJIAllOOH 236,1:.3 
Aildubon 266,766 
Renton 339,435 
lllack Hawk 293,510 
Boone 3112,192 
Bremer 3115,lM 
Buchanan 324,430 
Buena Vl1ta 304,799 
Buller 380,676 
Calhoun 283,456 
Carroll 3111,435 
c ... 283,868 
Cedar 307,1111 
CerroOordo 265,782 
Cherokee 260,639 
Cblckuaw 294,.580 
Clarke 189,763 
Clay 256,789 
Clayton 429,768 
Clinton 356,036 
Crawford 35.~,411 
Dallu 297,407 
Dan• 266,140 
DecatW' 261,321 
Delaware 311,299 
DelMolnee 2211,336 
Dlcldo100 149,901 
TABLE IV. POULTRY STATISTICS FROM CENSUS OF IOWA, 192.5. 
Value of No. of all Value of No. Doi. Value of 
all fowl fowl 1old all fowl ecr:/ro- alleua 
on far1119 off tbe farm IOld off due In produced 
Jan. 1,192.5 durlnc 1924 fanna 1924 1924 in 1924 
123,100,216 17,334,o:n 113,299,896 130,076,768 129,402,09.5 
239,7119 187,082 139,628 1,17.5,126 262,673 
lllb,11()8 136,434 92,778 970,614 1113,764 
178,006 124,703 10:.,398 J,11111,206 259,939 
203,3M 155,174 111,084 1,165,136 2.113,1113 
224,663 1117,160 110,436 1,089,764 236,431 
289,746 212,718 186,1187 1,6411,731 383,730 
2.51,463 187,386 147,139 1,477,675 346,8.52 
289,738 226,1173 172,664 1,4112,47.5 326,782 
287,156 213,043 170,718 1,600,865 418,497 
280,382 218,484 188,633 1,465,383 348,SO:. 
237,1137 170,368 14.5,901 1,316,090 274,5112 
306,11111 210,7119 168,116 1,632,586 366,800 
241,116 164,3911 120,604 1,138,238 246,676 
237,349 164,346 121,000 1,1112,724 322,SOD 
232,179 179,2211 134,833 1,262,074 262,766 
269,820 2111,838 183,674 1,363,888 297,681 
236,569 181,719 1111,417 1,132,108 2118,949 
178,116 136,177 103,lM 1,009,028 218,771 
228,438 181,000 137,676 1,313,604 312,810 
1115,672 106,866 76,669 937,169 :nt,091 
107,764 169,9.113 117,930 1,107,281 261,164 
303,637 229,637 168,923 2,064,374 477,482 
307,433 216,1!61 165,399 1,480,144 387,270 
280,607 260,328 136,633 1,302,211 278,690 
241,819 180,663 131,092 1,383,733 322,9115 
207,984 176,937 129,718 1,424,068 288,124 
187,016 163,122 106,162 1,226,660 247,650 
290,889 200,888 168,027 1,474,920 322,174 
183,087 129,776 103,680 1,0118,426 230,437 
109,398 92,250 71,370 617,088 146,008 
No. do1. 
eUBIOld 
durina; 
1924 
97,461,669 
8.58,7M 
677,537 
889,231 
881,009 
855,349 
1,141,133 
1,126,330 
1,120,946 
1,401,0ll2 
1,121,932 
800.236 
1,266,367 
760,931 
1,058,163 
873,304 
1,019,314 
790,000 
720,1117 
1,063,842 
694,678 
787,877 
1,607,787 
1,136,664 
886,969 
933,599 
1,126,444 
920,418 
1,230,867 
780,416 
464,906 
Value of 
.:rd: 
inc 1924 
121,734,048 
180,637 
144,824 
199,897 
196,073 
180,455 
261,909 
265,243 
240,789 
3.56,844 
276,685 
181,157 
283,817 
166,211 
226,8211 
182,M7 
223,215 
189,809 
146,3.56 
284,264 
146,36:> 
174,887 
379,783 
280,611 
190,437 
213,084 
232,041 
186,176 
279,599 
172,426 
110,712 
C'3 
0 
Dubuque 
Emmot 
Fayette 
FIOyd 
Franklin 
Fremont 
Greene 
Grundy 
Oulhrie 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hardin 
Harri90n 
Henry 
Howard 
Humboldt 
Ida 
Iowa 
Jaellson 
Juper 
Jellenon 
JohMC>n 
JonH 
Keokuk 
K-uth 
Ue 
Linn 
J.ouloA 
Lueaa 
Lyon 
l\ladt.on 
l\lahukA 
Marion 
MAnhall 
Milla 
l\fltehell 
Monona 
Monroe 
MonlKOmery 
MuseaUne 
TABLE IV. POULTRY STATISTICS FROM THE CENSUS OF IOWA, 1925. (Continued). 
253,476 ~'01,601 137,932 113,342 1,013,065 230,0.U 751,812 
1!16,891 125,736 Sl,672 tl.'1,4119 702,590 165,1198 514,221 
433,222 371,632 302,566 2'i4,897 2,635,021 575,695 2,244,854 
204,841 238,947 100,498 145,116 1,3$0,194 355,392 1,115,251 
332,398 261,01-l 192,080 154,861 1,505,147 354,672 1,186,459 
182,622 149,418 95,939 71,022 812,019 171,628 550,302 
280.ll30 223,120 ltl.'1,661 122,847 1,037,916 222,973 792,979 
319,547 258,009 172,139 134,631 1,488,089 320,867 1,117,707 
:?'76,141 218,655 173,627 124,762 1,147,649 228,774 736,682 
339,fll 294,876 201,338 167,338 1,554,254 353,705 1,\79,877 
:roz,779 231,789 162,261 129,877 1,297,981 283,348 l,003,512 
329,661 210,145 176,041 121,291 1,402,363 326,184 1,090,330 
320,586 242,0.:>1 148,579 111,512 1,292,126 284,728 896,732 
279,743 237,683 163,506 126,118 1,653,397 274,233 1,425,861 
237,641 186,300 251,SIO 153,883 1,113,120 262,056 833,391 
200,242 169,009 118,474 95,650 843,653 197,312 603,915 
206,681 159,308 122,660 98,116 913,127 193,602 665,273 
318,637 269,1177 206,660 173,817 1,630,866 337,639 1,266,200 
210.12.a 234,406 195,267 168,507 1,180,397 249,517 813,475 
406,611 :IM,879 272,060 208,122 2,074,379 513,470 1,511,212 
253,202 188,485 157,400 116,013 1,099,036 246,128 836,161 
360,954 279,933 214,564 186,213 1,827,923 376,436 1,206,893 
307,931 262,297 177,IJO.\ 144,47!! 1,513,424 364,392 1,254,273 
360.772 30M37 244,404 187,633 1,816,291 410,113 l,429.117 
516,769 407,632 295,984 229,6:.?8 2,391,381 496,765 1,812,719 
303,602 223,2" 21>1,121 137,369 1,532,8119 331,701 1,276,153 
399,341 32-4,232 310,912 216,407 1,919,793 481,164 1,401,954 
164,279 132,033 107,278 87,249 1'l6,S26 159,769 519,093 
213,926 166,640 135,609 92,710 D-12,884 200,648 660,329 
268,651 19'.l,837 110,lOS 84,437 1,065,280 247,791 764,363 
264,922 230,072 152,48:! 115,32-l 1,250,056 291,617 IH0,858 
395,934 300,21M 224,189 166,206 1,843,600 406,819 1,460,304 
299,068 :?20,364 171,8.."9 118892 1,329,597 299,672 1,106,725 
302,335 260,591 177,674 143,651 1,427,250 306,446 910,729 
107,789 133,070 119,604 72,3117 473,345 125,506 350,837 
260,943 197,131 189,522 145,367 1,287,749 294,921 1,073,153 
235,688 178,529 108,238 82,!'80 984,802 234,924 667,648 
174,255 146,2-lD 105,812 79,602 772,398 170,890 529,313 
:.?06,006 151,608 122,316 95,958 924,865 187,400 582,194 
11H,754 167,7114 133,868 111,627 850,269 216,512 590,079 
166,096 
120,255 
482,423 
282,644 
241,117 
114.~20 
168,70'l 
251,540 
152,715 
267,160 
224,853 
209,461 
186,164 
248,288 
192,381 
138,150 
112,998 
252,184 
174,1119 
359,701 
183,470 
288,976 
290,998 
310,CU8 
374,140 
276,266 
340,IJOO 
115,322 
153,148 
171,644 
200,700 
320,0'n 
248,436 
219,221 
82,648 
260,181 
151,777 
118,388 
123,353 
129,008 
Clo) 
,_. 
Numbero( 
all fowl 
Countlea on farma 
Jan. 1, 11126 
O'Brien 276,809 
Ooeeola 193,263 
P1111e 271,794 
Palo Alto 245,1116 
Plymouth 3()1,826 
Poeahontaa 3116.SM 
Polk 312,988 
Pottawattamie 447,313 
Pow .. hl•k 300,728 
Rlnpold 281,Ml 
Sac 291,006 
Scott 283,618 
Sh~lby 321,715 
Sioux 4711,128 
Story 359,117 
Tama 397,887 
~~f!: 297,881 200,616 
Van Duren 285,006 
Wapello 224,0M 
Warren 273,00!I 
W111>hlncton 3ll\,072 
;:~,'!r 238,380 334,631 
Wlnnebaao 247,092 
Wlnne9hlek 366,9711 
Woodbury 304,744 
Worth 200,1111 
Wriaht 281,844 
TABLE IV. POULTRY STATISTICS FROM CENSUS OF IOWA, 192a. (Continued), 
Value o( No. of all Value o( No. do1. Value of No.do1. 
all fowl fowhold all fowl 
.i:SJ'r: all eaii egp 10ld on farm3 off the farm l<lld off produced during: 
Jan. 1, 192.'.I during: 1924 farma 1924 1924 in 1924 1924 
192,036 1411,721 111,96!1 1,097,7211 240,811 777,110 
144,2[>8 107,1186 80,914 709,633 146,527 sw,ro.? 
219,300 176,976 129,974 1,143,943 2M,518 881,59-l 
218,674 143,1171 114,368 1,179,028 309,467 894,307 
2'..!ll,697 166,614 129,107 1,208,424 244,993 849,621 
281,WB 161,846 118,311 1,509,084 404,195 1,038,639 
276,893 211,471 163,618 1,401,818 3.'.13,186 087,859 
342,051 226,907 174,620 1,884,315 418.207 1,265,433 
245,270 201,278 162,Mll 1,341,100 295.432 896,462 
2111,737 147,813 114,778 1,199,029 262,259 956,933 
218,003. 187,144 134,257 1,269,955 256,829 841,438 
247,1112 180,297 lM,603 1,312,838 368,442 074,177 
264,M7 192,946 148,081 1,445,131 311,060 1,034,716 
297,600 192,642 127,374 1,956,203 438,806 l,M4,307 
302,108 191,646 150,297 1,751,722 419,153 1,360,870 
351,095 247,310 202,880 l,808,713 407,141 1,199,945 
22!1,604 173,705 124.278 1,351,128 294,803 1,007.353 
lM,286 117,537 81,536 933,33.'i 202,292 704,968 
214,807 160,840 203,823 1,400,245 355,303 1,194,312 
204.t'J62 131,050 07,6[>8 1,066,516 275,453 820,380 
241,157 188,008 132,368 1,221,878 310,423 885,107 
2411,292 108,356 150,845 1,430,070 308,704 1,131,403 
210,975 1!16,753 117,462 1,161,369 262,877 000,735 
265,011 172,100 133.351 1,324,046 302,118 950,281 
200,103 139,6li6 108,701 1,162,964 26.'!,782 943,991 
2117,750 207~"176 166,514 1,674,768 433,985 1,378,078 
232,886 177,831 128,0'.!8 1,300,7115 289,367 887,165 
173,622 134,162 100,92.~ 955,117 211,628 762,437 
221,695 168,202 131,246 1,066,003 252,112 890,086 
Value of 
all1: 
oold ur-
inc 1924 
173,236 
121,2'l2 
1!1."1,155 
192,773 
174,851 
232,710 
254,327 
273,302 
207,266 
201,295 
175,a.;o 
251,882 
220,934 
315,700 
309,938 
264,963 
236,746 
150,329 
261,724 
204,925 
239,lM 
242,094 
200,286 
208,445 
220,576 
359,162 
100,637 
176,26!1 
159,089 
~ 
t-:> 
